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REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 

Applicants acknowledge receipt of the Office Action dated October 3, 2005. Claims 1-32 
and 56-79 are pending in the application. By this response. Claims 5, 32, and 78 have been 
amended, and new Claim 79 has been added. Claim 78 is objected to for informalities. The 
Ex;aminer has rejected Claims 1-4 and 19-31 under 35 U.S.C. § 103 as being unpatentable over 
Singleton et al, U.S. Patent No. 6,740,621 CSingleton'") in view of Bauer, U.S. Patent No. 
4,797,139 CBauer^'y The Examiner has also rejected Claims 32 and 56-64 under 35 U.S.C. § 
102(e) as being anticipated or, in the alternative, under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as obvious over 
Singleton. In addition, the Examiner has objected to Claims 5-18 as being dependent upon a 
rejected base claim but allowable if rewritten in independent form to include the limitations of 
the base and any hitervening claims. The Examiner has further found Claims 65-77 to be 
allowable, and Applicants appreciate the Examiner's allowance of these claims. Applicants 
believe all pending claims are allowable over the art of record and respectfully request 
rec onsideration and allowance of all claims. 

L Status of the Claims 

By this Response, Claims 5, 32, and 78 are currently amended. 
Claims 1-32 and 56-79 are currently pending. 

Claim 1 is an independent claim from which Claims 2-4, 19-31, 63, 64, and 79 depend. 
Claim 5 is an independent claim from which Qaims 6-18 dq>end. 
Claim 32 is a product-by-process claim from which Claims 56-62 depend. 
Claim 65 is an uidependent claim from which Claims 66-78 depend. 

n. Claim 78 is allowable. 

The Examiner has objected to Claim 78 because of infomialities. Applicants have amended 
Claim 78 to recite "step (a)" and "step (b)" as suggested by the Examiner. Applicants respectfully 
submit that Claim 78, as amended, is now in condition for allowance and request removal of the 
objection. 
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mi. Amendment of Claim 5 into independent form renders Claims 5-18 allowable. 

The Examiner has objected to Claims 5-18 as being dependent upon a rejected base claim 
but allowable if rewritten in independent form to include the limitations of the base and any 
intervening claims. Applicants have amended Claim 5 into an independent claim as suggested by 
the Examiner by incorporating the elements of original Claim 1 from which it depends. 

Applicants respectfully submit that Claim 5, as amended, is now in condition for allowance. 
Applicants further submit that Claims 6-18 must also be allowable as each carries aU the 
limitations of such independent claim. Thus, Applicants respectfully request the Examiner to 
remove the objections to Claims 5-18 and allow these pending claims. 

IV. Claims 1-4 and 19-31 are patentable over Singleton in view of Bauer, 

Applicants respectfully traverse the Examiner* s rejections of claims 1-4 and 19-31 under 
§ 1.03 as being unpatentable over Singleton in view of Bauer, Applicants submit that contrary to 
MCPEP § 2143, the Examiner has failed to make a prima facie case of obviousness in rejecting 
such claims in that the Examiner has failed to cite references that teach or smuggest all of the 
ekaments recited in the rejected claims. 

Claim 1 is an independent claim upon which claims 2-4 and 19-31 depend. Claim 1 
recites ''contacting a support material with a catalytic metal-containing compound to form a 
catalyst precursor, wherein the support material comprises boehmite." Nothing in Singleton 
te^tches or suggests contacting a support material with a catalvtic metal-containing compound to 
foim a catalvst precursor, wherein the support material comprises boehmite . In contrast, 
Singleton teaches impregnation of cobalt on to a y-alumina support to form a cobalt-on-y- 
ahunina catalyst. For instance, the Examiner notes that Singleton discloses a cobalt-on-y- 
alumina catalyst produced by a method comprising the steps of "forming said cobalt-on-gamma- 
ahmiina catalyst by depositing cobalt on said gamma-alumina support.''' (Office Action, pg. 3, 
Ins. 5-10 (Emphasis added)) Moreover, Singleton discloses that "CATAPAL B alumina from 
CondeaA^ista in the boehmite form was calcined at 500°C for 10 hours to convert it to 
alumina . . . The ]Hilumina was then impregnated with an aqueous solution of Co nitrate." 
{Singleton, col. 13, his. 33-35) Clearly, Singleton teaches the conversion of a boehmite to y- 
alinnma via calcination before impregnation of the catalytic metal onto y-alumina; that is to say, 
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in Ihe absence of a catalytic metal or a precursor thereof. {Singleton^ coJ. 7, Ins. 15-25) Thus, 
Singleton does not teach or suggest contacting a support material with a catalytic metal- 
containing compound to form a catalyst precursor, v\dierein the support material comprises 
bocshmite . 

Bauer caimot supply the missing limitations. Nothing in Bauer teaches or suggests 
contacting a support material with a catalytic metal-containing compound to form a catalyst 
precursor, wherein the support material comprises boehmite . On the contrary, Bauer merely 
teaches a method of making microcrystalline boehmite. For instance, Bauer discloses "[i]n 
accordance with the invention we have found that suitable microcrystalline boehmite . . . can be 
made by hydrothermal treatment of other forms of alumina." {Bauer, col.2. Ins. 9-10) Bauet 
dO'SS not teach or suggest contacting a support material with a catalytic metal-containing 
compound to form a catalytic precursor, wherein the support material comprises boehmite . As a 
result, Bauer cannot provide Singleton with the missing limitations. 

Accordingly, Applicants submit that the Examiner has failed to articulate a prima facie 
case of obviousness because the Examiner has not cited references that teach or suggest all the 
eksmcnts recited in the rejected claims. Applicants respectftdly request that the Examiner 
withdraw the § 103 rejections and allow claims 1-4 and 19-31. Since independent claim 1 is 
suljmitted to be allowable, dependent claims 2-4 and 19-31 must a fortiori also be allowable, 
since they carry with them all the limitations of claim 1 . 

V« Claims 32 and 56-64 are not anticipated by or obvious over Singleton. 

Applicants respectfully traverse the Examiner's rejections of claims 32 and 56-64 as 
being anticipated by or obvious over Singleton. Applicants submit that claims 32 and 56-64 are 
not anticipated by Singleton because Singleton fails to disclose each and every limitation of these 
claims. Furthermore, Applicants submit that claims 32 and 56-64 are not obvious over Singleton 
because Singleton does not teach or suggest all of the elements recited in the rejected claims. 

Claim 65, as amended, is an independent claim upon which Claim 32 depends. Claims 
56-62 depend upon Claim 32. Claim 65 recites 'Vherein the support material comprises a 
mixture of at least two boehmites with various average crystallite sizes." Therefore, the catalyst 
of Claim 32 includes such recitations. Nothing in Singleton discloses a catalyst wherein the 

12 

165204.0171856.34600 

PAGE 13/15 • RCVD AT 1/3«006 5:32:45 PM [Eastern Standard Time] * SVR:USPTO^FXRF-6«2 • OMIS:2738300 * CSID:71 32388008 * DURATION (mm-ss):05-28 


pl/o'3/2006 16:39 FAX 7132388008 


CONLEY.ROSE 


@|014 


support material comprises a mixture of at least two boehmites with various average crystallite 
sizes . Instead, Singleton discloses a catalyst with an alumina support formed boehmite with one 
av€:rage crystallite size. For instance, Singleton teaches "the alumina support is formed from 
synthetic boehmite have a crystallite size ... in the range of from about 30 to 55 Angstroms." 
(Singletony col. 7, Ins. 28-31) As a result, Singleton does not disclose a catalyst wherein the 
su pport material comprises a mixture of at least two boehmites with various average crystallite 
sizes. Because Singleton does not disclose each and every element of dependent Claim 32, it 
do(^ not anticipate Claim 32. In addition, since the Examiner has not cited references that teach 
or suggest all of the elements recited in Claim 32, the Examiner has failed to establish a prima 
facie case of obviousness. Therefore, since Claims 32 and 65 are allowable, Applicants submit 
that Claims 56-62 are allowable and respectfully request the Examiner to remove the rejections 
and allow such Claims 32 and 56-62. 

Claims 63 and 64 depend upon independent Claim L As discussed above in section IV, 
Singleton fails to disclose each and every limitation of Claim 1. Similarly, the combination of 
Singleton with Bauer fails to disclose each and every limitation of Claim 1. Applicants submit 
' that Claim 1 is in allowable form, and that Claims 63 and 64 must also be allowable as they carry 
wiili them all the limitations of such independent Claim 1. Thus, Applicants respectfully request 
the Examiner to remove the rejections to Claims 63 and 64 and to allow them. 

VI. Conclusion 

Applicants respectfully request reconsideration, allowance of the pending claims and a 
timely Notice of Allowance be issued in this case. If the Examiner feels that a telephone 
conference would expedite the resolution of this case, the Examiner is respectfiilly requested to 
contact the undersigned. 

In the course of the foregoing discussions, Applicants may have at times referred to claim 
limitations in shorthand fashion, or may have focused on a particular claim element. This 
discussion should not be interpreted to mean that the other limitations can be ignored or 
dismissed. The claims must be viewed as a whole, and each limitation of the claims must be 
considered when determining the patentabiUty of the claims. Moreover, it should be understood 
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that there may be other distinctions between the claims and the prior art which have yet to be 
raised, but which may be raised in the future. 

If a petition for extension of time is necessary in order for this paper to be deemed timely 
fikd, please consider this a petition therefore. If any fees are inadvertently omitted or if any 
sidditional fees are required or have been overpaid, please appropriately charge or credit those 
fees to Conley Rose» P.C. Deposit Account Number 03-2769. 



'■"'TodT. Tumey, Reg. No. 47,146 
CONLEY ROSE, P.C. 
P. O. Box 3267 
Houston, Texas 77253-3267 
(713) 238-8000 

ATTORNEY/AGENT FOR APPLICANTS 
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